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CONFRONTING RECIDIVISM: PRISONER RE-
ENTRY PROGRAMS AND A JUST FUTURE
FOR ALL AMERICANS

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 2005

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:07 p.m., in room
2247, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Mark E. Souder presid-
ing.

Present: Representatives Souder, Shays, Harris, Porter, West-
moreland, McHenry, Dent, Cummings, Davis of Illinois, Clay, Wat-
son, Ruppersberger and Norton.

Staff present: Marc Wheat, staff director and counsel; Brandon
Lerch, professional staff member; Nick Coleman, professional staff
member and counsel; Pat DeQuattro and Dave Thomasson, con-
gressional fellows; Malia Holst, clerk; Earley Green, minority chief
clerk; Jean Gosa, minority assistant clerk; and Tony Haywood, mi-
nority counsel.

Mr. SOUDER. The Subcommittee on Criminal Justice will now
come to order. Actually, this is a full committee hearing. Although
this topic has been set up under the Subcommittee on Criminal
Justice, it is a full committee hearing; and I appreciate Chairman
Davis as well as Ranking Member Henry Waxman allowing us to
move ahead, even though our committee hasn’t been fully orga-
nized yet this year. So while I presume I will continue to be chair-
man of this subcommittee, it is not yet official.

So good afternoon. I thank all of you for being here. Particular
{:)hallllks to the many witnesses who have traveled great distances to

e here.

The impetus for this hearing is owed to the gentleman from
Ohio, Mr. Rob Portman, and the gentleman from Illinois, a long-
time member of this subcommittee, an active member, Danny
Davis. Their leadership has brought the issue of prisoner reentry
to the fore of domestic policy.

Many thanks as well to the gentleman from Maryland, Elijah
Cummings. With so much activity swirling around us at the begin-
ning of the 109th Congress, many schedules are quite full. But Mr.
Cummings’ commitment to this issue has helped to bring us to-
gether today, and for that I am grateful.

Crime statistics have been debated for decades, but not until re-
cently have these debates included the crisis of recidivism. Thanks
certainly is owed to the two Members of Congress testifying today
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for raising the profile of this issue, but much of the credit is owed
to those who have been in the recidivism trenches for years.

After more than a decade of tough crime policies, according to
the Bureau of Justice Statistics, over 2 million Americans are held
in Federal, State or county jails. Over 4 million Americans are on
parole or probation.

It should be surprising to no one that well over half a million in-
mates are being released every year. Logical questions arise:
Where do these people go? What job skills do they have? Who hires
them? Are they rehabilitated? The answers to these questions are
not very encouraging.

Many of those paroled and released inmates will return to prison
within 3 years. According to the Government Accountability Office,
in 1998, the percentage of reincarcerations among all admissions at
State and Federal prisons was 35 percent, up from 17 percent in
1980. Broader surveys show recidivism rates of nearly two-thirds
of all inmates.

Representing a revolving door in the American justice system,
this recidivism rate indicates a massive failure of the penal system
to return law-abiding citizens to society. The first failure is clearly
inmates themselves, many of whom enjoy few advantages and bear
many burdens upon their release.

Second, however, the system also fails the American public. In-
deed, many released inmates will commit violent crimes on inno-
cent victims.

The government institutions and faith-based and community or-
ganizations addressing recidivism are addressing one question:
How do we reform a system whose participants often return to the
same old behavior which the system was originally designed to
deter?

As more States and more community and faith-based groups ad-
dress recidivism, the need for a national strategy becomes clearer.
Moreover, the recent Booker Supreme Court decision on sentencing
guidelines may result in the release of many more prisoners than
otherwise expected.

The U.S. Department of Justice Young Offender Initiative, for in-
stance, provides grants for State and community cooperation in pa-
rolee supervision and accountability. At the State level, Texas is
considering placing its inmate release programs with the
InnerChange Freedom Initiative, which already runs numerous
programs in cooperation with the State.

The witnesses assembled today have all brought down the rate
of recidivism by making better men and women of released pris-
oners. All of them are heroes in our eyes.

Today we will learn more about national strategies from two ex-
pert Members of Congress and a host of State, local and private
sector leaders. We will have policymakers on the same panel with
a current parolee and his mentor.

On another panel, we will have reentry program graduates and
reentry program leaders. We will also hear from a prison chaplain
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who leads this vital reentry work from the moment inmates began
their sentences.

Thank you again for being here today. I look forward to hearing
more about recidivism from our experts with us today.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Mark E. Souder follows:]
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“Confronting Recidivism: Prisoner Re-entry Programs and a Just Future for All Americans”
Opening Statement of Congressman Mark Sonder

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
September 22, 2004

Good afternoon and thank you all for being here. Particular thanks to our many witnesses
who have traveled great distances to be here.

The impetus of this hearing is owed to the Gentleman from Ohio, Rob Portman and the
Gentleman from Illinois, Danny Davis. Their leadership has brought the issue of prisoner reentry to
the fore of domestic policy. 1 also would like to thank the full Committee Chairman, Tom Davis,
and Ranking Minority member Henry Waxman, for their work in making this hearing possible
today.

My thanks go as well to the Gentleman from Maryland, Elijah Cummings. With so much
activity swirling around us at the beginning of the 109 Congress, many schedules are quite full,
But Mr. Cummings commitment to this issue has helped to bring us together today. For that I am
grateful.

Crime statistics have been debated for decades, but not until recently have these debates
included the crisis of recidivism. Thanks certainly is owed to the two Members of Congress
testifying today for raising the profile of the issue, but much of the credit is owed to those who have
been in the recidivism trenches for years.

After more than a decade of tough crime pelicies, according to the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, over 2 million Americans are held in Federal state or county jails. Over 4 million
Americans are on parole or probation.

And it should be surprising to no one that well over haif a million inmates are being released
every year. Logical questions arise, “Where do these people go? What job skills do they have?
Who hires them? Are they rehabilitated?” The answers to these questions are not very
encouraging.

Many of these paroled and released inmates will return to prison within three years.
According to the Government Accountability Office, in 1998 the percentage of re-incarcerations
among all admissions at state and federal prisons was 35%, up from 17% in 1980. Broader surveys
show a recidivism rate of nearly two-thirds of all inmates.

The first failure clearly is to the inmates themselves, many of whom enjoy few advantages
and bear many burdens upon their release. Secondly, however, the system also fails the American
public. Indeed, many released inmates will commit violent crimes on innocent victims.

lof 2



5

The government institutions and faith-based and community addressing recidivism are
addressing one question, “How do we reform a system whose participants often retum to the same
old behavior which the system was originally designed to deter?”

As more states, and more community-and faith-based groups address recidivism, the need
for a national strategy becomes clearer. Moreover, the recent Booker Supreme Court decision on
sentencing guidelines may result in the release of many more prisoners than otherwise expected.

The U.S. Department of Justice Young Offender Initiative, for instance, provides grants for
state and community cooperation in parolee supervision and accountability. At the state level,
Texas is considering placing its inmate release programs with the InnerChange Freedom Initiative
(IFT), which already runs numerous programs in cooperation with the state.

The witnesses assembled today, have all brought down the rate of recidivism by making
better men and women of released prisoners. All of them are heroes in our eyes.

Today we will learn more about national strategies from two expert Members of Congress
and a host of state, local and private sector leaders. We will have policy makers on the same panel
with a current parolee and his mentor.

On another panel we will have reentry program graduates and reentry program leaders. We
will also here from a prison Chaplain who leads this vital reentry work from the moment inmates
begin their sentences.

Thank you again for being here today. Ilook forward to hearing more about recidivism
from our experts who are with us today.

20f2
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Mr. SOUDER. Now I would like to yield to Criminal Justice Sub-
committee Ranking Member Elijah Cummings of Maryland.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman; and I
thank you for holding today’s hearing on prisoner reentry, one of
the most profound challenges facing America today.

On any given day in America, as many as 2 million men and
women are incarcerated in Federal and State prisons and local
jails, more than 80 percent of whom are involved in substance use.
In 1996 alone, taxpayers spent over $30 billion to incarcerate these
individuals, who are the parents of 2.4 million children. A fourfold
increase in incarceration rates over the past 25 years, largely a re-
sult of efforts to protect communities from drugs and violent crime,
has spawned problems and challenges of its own.

Each year, 630,000 individuals leave State and Federal prisons
and return home. All too often, they are ill-equipped to fully par-
ticipate and constructively as members of families and commu-
nities to whom they return. The reentry or reintegration into civil
society of these individuals represents an enormous challenge that
requires the involvement of multiple layers and sectors of society.

Inmates often leave prison with little preparation for life on the
outside or assistance in their reintegration, increasing the likeli-
hood they will be returned to prison for a new crime or parole vio-
lation. This cycle of removal and return of large numbers of young
adults, mostly men, is especially pronounced in communities that
are already experiencing enormous social and economic disadvan-
tages.

The importance of prisoner reentry as a societal concern in my
State of Maryland cannot be overstated. In 2001, 9,448 people were
released from Maryland prisons. That is nearly twice the number
released two decades ago. During 2001, 97 percent of all men and
women released from Maryland prisons returned to communities in
Maryland. Of those prisoners who returned to Maryland, well over
59 percent returned to one jurisdiction in the State, Baltimore City.
The flow of prisoners was further concentrated in a small number
of communities within Baltimore City, many of them in my district.

A recent study showed that 30 percent of the 4,411 released pris-
oners who returned to Baltimore City returned to just 6 of 55 com-
munities. These high-concentration community areas in Baltimore,
which already face great social and economic disadvantages, may
experience reentry costs to a magnified degree. In addition, while
these numbers represent individuals released from Maryland pris-
ons after serving sentences of 1 year or more, it is important to
note that approximately 5,000 additional inmates are released to
Baltimore City each year after having served jail time, typically
less than 1 year.

Release presents offenders with a difficult transition from the
structured environment of the prison or jail. Many prisoners after
release have no place to live, no job, family or social support. They
often lack the knowledge and skills to access available resources for
adjustment to life on the outside, all factors that significantly in-
crease the risk of relapse and recidivism. In addition, legal meas-
ures designed to create disincentives for drug abuse and crime can
complicate efforts to reestablish a foothold in society.
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In recent years, the high rate of recidivism has generated broad-
based interest in finding effective ways to address prisoner reentry
issues across many sectors of society. For its part, Congress has au-
thorized nearly $100 million for reentry initiatives involving var-
ious agencies.

Our first two witnesses today are colleagues who have worked on
a bipartisan basis to produce legislation that will renew and im-
prove Federal reentry programs. I would like to commend both
Representative Rob Portman and Representative Danny Davis for
their attention and commitment to this very serious issue of re-
entry and for your work on your legislation that has garnered sup-
port from many quarters. It is encouraging to see this problem,
which affects my district so severely, being recognized so broadly
and addressed on a bipartisan basis.

I supported H.R. 4676 as a cosponsor in the last Congress, and
I intend to do the same when it is reintroduced in this Congress.
I would be remiss not to say, however, that there are serious im-
pediments to successful reentry that are not addressed in this bill.
Some of them are of Congress’ own creation. The Federal student
aid ban, which denies education aid to applicants who have been
convicted of a drug crime, is but one of these. We have discussed
it at length in this committee. I hope that, as this bill moves for-
ward, we can work together to make it as comprehensive as we
can. A comprehensive approach to reentry will provide ex-offenders
their best chance to become full and constructive participants in
our society, while making our communities safer.

To help us understand the challenges of reentry and the strate-
gies that are being employed to address them, we have a diverse
panel of witnesses who include representatives of government
agencies, service providers, ex-offenders, mentors and advocates. I
would like to thank all of our witnesses for their participation in
today’s hearing and extend a particular welcome to Mr. Felix Mata,
who manages Baltimore City’s Ex-Offender Task Force on behalf of
our mayor, Mayor O’Malley.

I look forward to the testimony of all of our witnesses, Mr. Chair-
man, and, with that, I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Elijah E. Cummings follows:]
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Opening Statement of
Rep. Elijah E. Cummings, D-Maryland
Hearing on “Confronting Recidivism:
Prisoner Reentry Programs and a Just
Future for All Americans”
Committee on Government Reform

February 1, 2005
Mr. Chairman,

Thank you for holding today’s hearing on
prisoner reentry, one of the most profound
challenges facing American society today.

On any given day in America, as many as 2
million men and women are incarcerated in
federal and state prisons and local jails, more
than 80 percent of whom are involved in
substance use. In 1996 alone, taxpayers spent
over $30 billion to incarcerate these individuals
-- who are the parents of 2.4 million children. A
fourfold increase in incarceration rates over the
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past 25 years — largely a result of efforts to
protect communities from drugs and violent
crime —has spawned problems and challenges of
its own.

Each year, 630,000 individuals leave state
and federal prisons and return home. All too
often they are ill-equipped to participate fully
and constructively as members of families and
communities to whom they return. The
“reentry” or reintegration into civil society of
these individuals represents an enormous
challenge that requires the involvement of
multiple layers and sectors of society.

Inmates often leave prison with little
preparation for life on the outside or assistance
in their reintegration, increasing the likelihood
that they will be returned to prison for new
crimes or parole violations. This cycle of
removal and return of large numbers of young
adults, mostly men, is especially pronounced in
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communities that are already experiencing
enormous social and economic disadvantage.

The importance of prisoner reentry as a
societal concern in my state of Maryland cannot
be overstated. In 2001, 9,448 people were
released from Maryland prisons. That’s nearly
twice the number released two decades ago.
During 2001, 97 percent of all men and women
released from Maryland prisons returned to
communities in Maryland. - Of those prisoners
who returned to Maryland, well over half (59%)
returned to one jurisdiction in the state,
Baltimore City, and the flow of prisoners was
further concentrated in a small number of
communities within Baltimore City.

A recent study showed that 30 percent of the
4,411 released prisoners who returned to
Baltimore City returned to just 6 of 55
communities. These high-concentration
community areas in Baltimore, which already
face great social and economic disadvantages,

3
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may experience reentry costs to a magnified
degree. In addition, while these numbers
represent individuals released from Maryland
prisons after serving sentences of one year or
more, it is important to note that approximately
5,000 additional inmates are released to
Baltimore City each year after having served jail
time (typically less than a year).

Release presents offenders with a difficult
transition from the structured environment of
the prison or jail. Many prisoners after release
have no place to live, no job, and no family or
social supports. They often lack the knowledge
and skills to access available resources for
adjustment to life on the outside, all factors that
significantly increase the risk of relapse and
recidivism. In addition, legal measures
designed to create disincentives for drug abuse
and crime can complicate efforts to reestablish a
foothold in society.
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In recent years, the high rate of recidivism
(particularly among serious and violent
offenders) has generated broad-based interest in
finding effective ways to address prisoner
reentry issues across many sectors of society.
For its part, Congress has authorized nearly
$100 million for reentry initiatives involving
various agencies.

Our first two witnesses today are colleagues
who have worked on a bipartisan basis to
produce legislation that would renew and
improve federal reentry programs, and I’d like
to commend both Representative Rob Portman
and Representative Danny Davis for their
attention and commitment to this very serious
issue of reentry and for your work on legislation
that has garnered support from many quarters.

It is encouraging to see that this problem, which
affects my district so severely, being recognized
so broadly and addressed on a bipartisan basis.

I supported H.R. 4676 as a cosponsor in the last
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Congress and I intend to do the same when it is
reintroduced in this Congress.

I would be remiss not to say, however, that
there are serious impediments to successful
reentry that are not addressed in this bill — some
of them of Congress’s own creation. The
federal student aid ban, which denies education
aid to applicants who have been convicted of a
drug crime, 1s but one of these and we have
discussed it at length in this Committee. I hope
that, as this bill moves forward, we can work
together to make it as comprehensive as it can
be. A comprehensive approach to reentry will
provide ex-offenders their best chance to
become full and constructive participants in our
society while making our communities safer.

To help us understand the challenges of
reentry and the strategies that are being
employed to address them, we have a diverse
panel of witnesses who include representatives
of government agencies, service providers, ex-
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offenders, mentors, and advocates. 1’d like to
thank all of our witnesses for their participation
in today’s hearing and extend a particular
welcome to Mr. Felix Mata who manages
Baltimore City’s Ex-Offender Task Force on
behalf of Mayor O’Malley.

I look forward to the testimony of all of our
witnesses, Mr. Chairman, and yield back my
remaining time.
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Mr. SOUDER. Let me first, before I see if further Members have
opening statements, since it is our first hearing of the year and we
have, as I mentioned earlier, not organized and won’t be until next
week officially, introduce a number of our Republican Members,
three of whom are new to Congress.

Congresswoman Harris has been a member of this committee for
some time. Welcome. Congressman McHenry from North Carolina.
Congressman Westmoreland from Georgia. Congressman Porter,
who has been a member of the committee before, from Nevada.
Congressman Dent from Pennsylvania. Welcome to our committee.

On the Democratic side, these are our stalwarts on the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice. In addition to Ranking Member Mr.
Cummings, Mr. Ruppersberger of Maryland, our delegate and hon-
orable representative from the District of Columbia, Eleanor
Holmes Norton, who has been very active in this committee, and
Mr. Clay from Missouri. We thank you all for your leadership.

Congresswoman Harris, do you have any opening comments?

Ms. HARRIS. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, and thank you
for scheduling this hearing on such an important issue.

Before I begin, I want to commend you, Mr. Chairman, and the
members of the committee on your vision and aggressiveness con-
cerning this issue, and I also want to applaud Congressman Rob
Portman for his outstanding leadership as well. Together, we will
produce safer communities and neighborhoods for our families.

I had the opportunity to testify before Judiciary as a witness
with Congressman Portman in the last congressional session, be-
cause criminals who have used society’s second chances to commit
further crimes have an undeniable effect on our communities, and
tragically their actions often affect our most vulnerable citizens,
our children.

According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, of the more than
272,000 persons released from prisons in 15 States in 1994, an esti-
mated 67.5 percent were rearrested for felonies or serious mis-
demeanors 3 years later. Almost one-half were reconvicted. These
numbers point to a deeply troubling trend in our criminal justice
system; and, more disturbing, a Department of Justice study indi-
cates that sex offenders are four times more likely to be rearrested
for sex crimes than non-sex offenders.

Last year, in my congressional district, we experienced an un-
speakable tragedy that was allegedly caused by a repeat offender.
A young girl, an 1l-year-old, Carlie Brucia, was kidnapped, bru-
tally raped and murdered. Following the arrest of Carlie’s accused
murder, we learned that this man should have been behind bars
when the crime took place. He possessed a long history of criminal
activity, including conviction for aggravated battery. He had been
arrested 13 times and placed on probation three times since 1993.
In fact, he was in police custody on an unrelated cause when he
was linked to this crime.

In response to this tragedy, I introduced legislation entitled
Carlie’s Law during the 108th Congress. This bill would have ex-
panded the grounds for mandatory revocation of probation and su-
pervised release, encompass violent felony crimes or an offense in-
tended to facilitate unlawful sexual contact with a minor.
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While we must ensure that dangerous criminals remain where
they belong, in prison, I also strongly believe we must offer more
opportunities for rehabilitation. Prisoners must have the oppor-
tunity to do more than sit idly. That is why I support giving pris-
oners the opportunity to learn a skill and achieve their GED.

The bill that Congressman Portman introduced in the 108th Con-
gress proposed a comprehensive grant program consisting of edu-
cational, vocational and rehabilitation opportunities for individuals
that are reentering society. This legislation continues to create a
meaningful effort to reduce criminal recidivism.

We might also attack this crisis by learning from outstanding
successes in State and local programs. Sheriff Charlie Wells in
Manatee County, FL, has operated a successful boot camp for juve-
nile repeat offenders since 1993. This program includes a tough
physical and academic regime that focuses on rehabilitation, not
abuse, and for over 10 years the Camp has reformed 55 percent of
its repeat juvenile offenders.

So as we focus on examples like this and programs across the
Nation, I think we can make tremendous progress in battling
criminal recidivism and focusing heavily on these issues relating to
security in the 109th Congress.

Let us remember that nothing is more fundamental to this Na-
tion than the ability of our children to walk and run and play in
our communities without fear. For this reason, I look forward to
this committee on the issue of criminal recidivism and prisoner re-
entry programs to reduce the likelihood that convicted offenders be-
come repeat offenders.

Thank you.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Ruppersberger.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chairman, thank you for having this
hearing on a very important issue. Congressman Cummings, thank
you for your dedication.

I also want to acknowledge Congressmen Portman and Davis. It
is great to see a Republican and Democrat sitting together at the
table, working together to help resolve this issue.

Obviously we need to do something, because the current system
that we have right now just is not working. I was a former prosecu-
tor, and I understand the burden that recidivism creates on local
law enforcement and on all of our local governments. In fact, all
levels of government must increase the priority of combating recidi-
vism and create new and innovative ways to help prisoners or peo-
ple who have been arrested before if we are to be successful.

As Baltimore County executive in the State of Maryland, I would
say, when I had that position, Elijah Cummings was one of my
Congressmen. We developed two programs that I would like to just
briefly talk about, because I think it is so important when we have
a hearing we talk about solutions, and I think that is what you are
here today to talk about.

The first program was the Police Athletic League. We made a
policy decision to put a Police Athletic League in every precinct in
our county. Our county has less than 800,000 people. As a result
of having the police and our recreation and parks working together
in a non-combative way with police officers, we were able, after the
program got started, to get 5,000 juveniles off the street.
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In order to be able to get the kids or children that we really
needed to get off the street, we developed a program with karate,
because then the tough guys would want to come and learn karate.
Once you get them in that program, you hook them, you develop
leadership skills, you work with them on all sorts of problems that
we needed to deal with.

It is important that we deal with an issue before it gets to the
point where someone is going to commit a murder, armed robbery
or whatever.

There was another program that was extremely successful called
the Juvenile Offenders in Need of Supervision. What we found is
there is such a burden on all of the people involved in the criminal
justice system, parole officers who might have 500 clients and all
they can do is just check in, have them check in and say what are
you doing, there is no rehabilitation, helping to get jobs, dealing
with issues involving drugs.

This Offenders in Need of Supervision Program was a program
where the police officers, as soon as an arrest would be made,
would jump on the case, would bring a teen in, if that individual
happened to be in school or work or whatever, bring them in, bring
the parents in, and work with them so that they could get to them
before they would get to the next level. That program was ex-
tremely successful. Monitoring that program, that made a tremen-
dous difference in the rate of recidivism.

I bring up two programs like that, because whatever we need to
do, we have to have the right program, we need to hold the people
in the program accountable for the funding, and then we need to
move forward.

The other issue, if we are going to deal with the issue of prior-
ities, we have to fund priorities, and we cannot discount the fact
that drugs is an important issue. I think the statistics say now be-
tween 75 and 80 percent of all violent crime is drug-related. If we
don’t deal with the issue of drugs and rehabilitation, we are going
to continue to have this problem.

Unfortunately, I have another hearing I have to go to, so I look
forward to hearing about this hearing. I really think this is very
important, and I again appreciate Congressmen Portman and
Davis being here, and I look forward to your involvement in this
issue. Thank you.

Mr. SOUDER. I was afraid your phone call was from the Intel-
ligence Committee, but they would probably use a laser to zap you.

Delegate Norton.

Ms. NORTON. I want to thank you, Chairman Souder, because
you have begun this session with an issue of prime importance to
our country, a rising issue in the Congress, an issue that has aris-
en and thundered into the States who have primary jurisdiction
over criminal matters.

I want to thank Mr. Cummings for his leadership. It has been
constant on these issues, because he lives so closely with these
issues and has thought innovatively about them.

The partnership between Mr. Portman and Mr. Davis is going to
be important for anything we are able to do on this issue in the
Congress, so I appreciate that, by working together, you have start-
ed us in just the right way.
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Mr. Chairman, this is the other side of the law and order equa-
tion. As you know from elementary algebra, both sides of the equa-
tion have to be in equipoise, and you keep working on it until you
get it right from the time you are in the 6th grade. Well, we forgot
about this side altogether. What this side is about is that these
men and women are going to come here and live right alongside
you and me in the communities that have seen them incarcerated.

Everyone understands why the emphasis on law and order had
to take place and has to continue to take place, particularly as this
phase began in the early 1990’s with a huge outbreak in crime. Ev-
erybody, particularly those who live in the inner city, were afraid
of it. The first thing you do is try to get those who are responsible
for that. That will always be the case.

In many ways, there was a pronounced overreaction, especially
in the Congress. The first results were irrational mandatory mini-
mums, sentencing guidelines that are so extreme that the Supreme
Court of the United States has now thrown them out. That hap-
pened after some of the most conservative justices on the court
began to speak openly about how the criminal justice system was
producing rank injustice, and here they were talking about manda-
tory minimums in the Federal system.

Mr. Chairman, a felony conviction, deserved or not—and I am
the first to concede that most of these convictions are deserved. It
is too bad we haven’t learned how to work as we must before peo-
ple get such convictions. But a felony conviction is close to a death
sentence in the job market, and everything else falls in the wake
of the member of the family or the community that has that death
sentence, those who would be dependent upon him and, ultimately,
the community in which he lives.

I say “he,” because while there is a growing number of women
incarcerated, something about the socialization of women makes
women less inclined to be in prison. So the rates have grown large-
ly with respect to men. And if I may just put on the record who
those men are, almost half of the men in prison are African Amer-
ican men. The effects of their incarceration and over-incarceration
has been absolutely devastating to the African American family.

Minimally, society that imposes employment death sentences on
people has an obligation, if they don’t care about the men and the
women, to protect the rest of us. Even as you protected us by put-
ting them behind jail, for goodness sake, protect us when they get
out of jail. Because if indeed you get out of jail with nothing and
nobody to help you, the last thing you knew how to do was the oc-
cupation that got you back in jail, and I can assure you that men
who don’t have any other way to live will find their way to that
occupation if society does what we do.

This is what we do. We say, you have a drug conviction and you
are a kid and you got it when you were 17 years old? No Pell
grants. Sorry. We know you were young. We know things may be
better. A life sentence on getting you even to a community college
with a Pell Grant. Out of jail, done your time. You say, for good-
ness’ sake, I never want to see the inside of that again.

And if you have been in Federal prison, you may have even
learned a vocation. And what do you find? A whole set of occupa-
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tions from which you are barred. Some of those occupations you
trained for in prison.

You want to be a barber? Many States say, not here.

I am not sure what that has to do with most convictions. Got out
and said, I got to find some way to improve my citizenship, and the
first thing you find is you are a felon and in one-third of the States
of the United States we are going to say to you, you will not be
able to vote now, not in 5 years, not forever. And you wonder why
there is great bitterness and anger with people who served their
time and just want some way out of all of this and find society of-
fering them other kinds of sentences.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Norton, if you can kind of——

Ms. NORTON. I feel this very deeply. You called a hearing. I will
go more rapidly.

Because the greatest impact and the reason I feel so passion-
ately, Mr. Chairman, is because of an issue I think we share with
you and with others across the aisle, and that is the impact on the
African American family.

I live in the communities Mr. Cummings does, where 70 percent
of the children are being raised by African American women alone,
and these children go into the streets, no jobs, only drugs and
crime available as opportunities for employment, and they go the
way of their fathers. The over-incarceration of a whole generation
of black men has condemned millions of American children, espe-
cially children of color, to poverty.

The States, Mr. Chairman, are rebelling, largely because they
are the ones that had to house most of these inmates, and the high
costs were such that they began to look for other ways out. They
have given us leadership on special diversion for first-time drug of-
fenders with drug courts, and we need to follow suit for what the
States are doing in this regard.

You have Mr. Paul Quander here from the Court Services and
Offender Supervision Agency, which has jurisdiction in the District
of Columbia, because our inmates, our felon inmates, are in Fed-
eral prisons, in the Federal prison system, and what it does for in-
mates afterwards is the best in the United States. I am very
pleased you invited him here.

Mr. Chairman, I hope you have started something by the way
you have started off the 109th Congress. Thank you for your indul-
gence.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you.

We are joined by Congressman Shays, the vice chairman of the
full committee, a subcommittee chair here. Thank you for coming.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. I know we need to get started. I want to
thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Cummings for having this hear-
ing.
It would be nice to deal with what is really a scandalous issue
on a bipartisan basis, and I feel the passion that Ms. Norton feels
and I understand it, and it is deserved.

I just want to thank Danny Davis and Rob Portman for also act-
ing on a very bipartisan basis for something that truly is scandal-
ous. It is a solvable problem, and it is something we should be able
to do with a lot of heart, emotion and common sense.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Clay.
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Mr. CrAY. Thank you. I have a brief statement.

I would like to thank you and Ranking Member Cummings for
holding this hearing on an issue of critical importance, and that is
reducing the recidivism rate. I am hopeful that our distinguished
panelists will offer constructive and thoughtful proposals on how
the Federal Government can be an effective partner in helping ex-
offenders successfully reintegrate into communities.

According to recent reports, over 630,000 people will complete
their sentences and be released into society this year. It has been
estimated that approximately two out of every three people re-
leased from prison in the United States are rearrested within 3
years of their release.

Given the record number of ex-inmates leaving prisons and re-
turning to communities, it is imperative that Congress focus on
ways to reintegrate ex-offenders and close the revolving door of the
American prison system. The billions spent on corrections expendi-
tures and the costs imposed on society make it blatantly clear that
successful reentry would ensure both safer communities and a
more efficient use of tax dollars.

I am hopeful that this hearing will provide Congress an oppor-
tunity to reshape our policies and address issues such as the life-
time ban from receiving welfare, food stamps, college tuition assist-
ance and public housing assistance. These policies make it very dif-
ficult for prisoners to reintegrate into society and make it more
likely that they will return to a life of crime.

We can genuinely give prisoners a second chance at successful
reintegration into society by rescinding counterproductive laws. It
is my hope that we can broaden the discussion and address propos-
als that will lead to a more effective system.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and yield back.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much.

Before proceeding, I would like to take care of a couple of proce-
dural matters. I would ask unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to submit written statements and questions
for the hearing record, that any answers to written questions pro-
vided by the witnesses also be included in the record.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

I also ask unanimous consent that all exhibits, documents and
others materials referred to by the Members and the witnesses
may be included in the hearing record and that all Members be
permitted to revise and extend their remarks.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Our first panel is composed of our colleagues, Representative Rob
Portman and Representative Danny Davis. By tradition, we do not
administer an oath to Members of Congress, because we just took
one a month ago. As an oversight committee, we generally swear
in all of our witnesses. We are exempt. We presume your other
oath binds you here.

Mr. Portman, thank you for your long-time leadership on this
issue. Thank you for being patient this afternoon.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROB PORTMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. PORTMAN. Thank you, Chairman Souder.
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We are honored to be here to testify before you today on prisoner
reentry and also reducing recidivism, and we commend you for
raising the profile of this issue, for providing a forum to discuss
this issue.

I also have to comment that we also appreciate the expertise of
your subcommittee and full committee. Just looking around the
room, we have worked closely with Ranking Member Cummings
over the years on drug prevention, community coalitions, some of
the issues related, as Mr. Ruppersberger pointed out, to this issue;
and I appreciated hearing from him again this afternoon, as well
as other members of your committee.

I will say, the legislation we are about to discuss does not have
the answers to all of our problems. It does not include every provi-
sion that everyone on this panel or certainly in this room would
want, and you will hear probably about that during the testimony
from the experts who follow us. But it is an important step in the
right direction.

With the specific reference, Mr. Cummings, to the student aid
ban, I think you will be pleased with the way we address it. We
want to work with you on that. We plan on reintroducing the bill,
as you know, next week. We worked closely with you and Mr.
Souder last year on that, and I think we can address at least most
of your concern with regard to how the student aid ban would oper-
ate, that the infraction would occur not prior to but during the time
Federal aid was being provided. So we can talk about that. But I
think, although this bill will not address every concern raised
today, that one I hope you will find it to be satisfactory.

We appreciated working with Mrs. Harris last year on Carlie’s
Law. We included some of those provisions. We are working with
her again this year.

Ms. Norton raised some great points that I think you will find
we address in this legislation with regard to recidivism and fami-
lies, and that is an important part of this legislation.

Mr. Shays has been an expert on these issues and a leader, and
we appreciate the fact the vice chair of the full committee is here,
because that will help your committee deal with these issues.

Mr. Clay talked about the partnership. That is really what this
bill is about, the Federal Government being a better partner. It is
not the Federal Government stepping in to our local communities
and solving our problems, but it is providing that leverage, we
hope, at the State and local level and with community organiza-
tions, even faith-based groups, to be able to better handle this
problem.

Prisoner reentry is about reducing and preventing crime, but it
is also, as Ms. Norton said, about restoring lives. Our view is we
need to be both tough on crime but also smart on crime. We think
this legislation has that balance. We need to be tough in keeping
dangerous felons from returning and committing new crimes, but
we also need to be smart in making sure that those who are com-
ing home are given the most basic chance to start a new life and
turn away from crime.

You all talked about the numbers here this afternoon, and I
won’t get into great detail on that, but just now over 2 million peo-
ple being incarcerated, 97 percent of those people are going to get
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out of prison, and that is whether or not the Supreme Court
changes what the sentencing guidelines are or not. People are
going to get out of prison.

As we talked about today, about 650,000 are being released from
incarceration into our communities every year. Think about that,
650,000 people coming into our communities. So these reentry into
community—these reentry numbers mean that we are all affected
by it.

Its success or failure has incredible implications for public safety,
for the welfare of children, for family reunification, for our growing
fiscal issues, and for community health. By doing a better job on
offender reentry, we can prevent crimes, we can help strengthen
our communities, and we can save taxpayer money.

Unfortunately, according to recent data from the Department of
Justice, as you have heard today, about two-thirds of those released
from prison will be rearrested within 3 years. First and foremost,
this offender reentry, then, is about preventing crime and keeping
our communities safe, to try to reduce the high rates of recidivism.
That will translate into, of course, thousands of new victims each
year if we don’t do something about it.

The social and economic costs of a 67 percent recidivism rate is
astounding. As Mr. Shays said, it is a crisis. It is one we need to
get our hands around.

Last session, we worked closely with colleagues on this sub-
committee to help our States and communities better address the
problem through this Second Chance Act. It is a bipartisan ap-
proach. It helps to better coordinate at the Federal level our Fed-
eral agencies and policies on prisoner reentry. It also increases the
support to States and to community organizations to address this
growing population of ex-offenders who are returning to our com-
munities.

The main focuses in the bill are four-fold: One, jobs; two, hous-
ing; three, substance abuse and mental health treatment; and,
four, support for families.

I want to express my sincere thanks to you, Mr. Chairman, for
working with us closely last year and putting together some good
legislation and being an original cosponsor.

I also want to thank Representative Danny Davis, my partner in
this, who did a terrific job in helping to put together a good, sen-
sible, balanced bill, and also helped us to be able to be sure that
this bill had balance in terms of its bipartisan cosponsorship.

Elijah Cummings was one of our cosponsors last year, which was
really critical in his role in our caucus and in the Black Caucus to
move this forward. I want to thank him again on this subcommit-
tee for his work.

Also, Representative Platts on this subcommittee, Representative
Cannon, Representative Owens and others who cosponsored the
Second Chance Act last year.

We plan to reintroduce the bill next week, and Danny Davis may
talk a little more about that. But we hope we can again have a
strong cosponsorship from this subcommittee and committee work-
ing toward getting this marked up this year and getting it to the
President’s desk for signature.
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The primary goal, as I said, is public safety in this bill. It makes
funds available to conduct studies to determine who is returning to
jail or prison, why they are returning, which present the greatest
risk to community safety. This is data we don’t have, and we need
it.

The bill also helps in development of procedures to assist rel-
evant authorities in determining when release is appropriate, when
it is not appropriate, and the use of data to inform this released
decision.

Again, that data is not there now. This would include the use of
proven assessment tools to assess the risk factors for returning in-
mates and the use of technology to advance post-release super-
vision.

The reason I first got involved in this, as Mr. Cummings knows,
is my involvement with treatment and prevention on substance
abuse. The more I learned about this issue, as Representative
Ruppersberger talked about, the more I saw this direct connection
between substance abuse and recidivism.

The numbers are just absolutely staggering. Fifty-seven percent
of Federal, 70 percent of State inmates use drugs regularly before
prison. The Bureau of Justice Statistics now tells us that they esti-
mate the involvement with drugs or alcohol around the time of the
offense is as high as 84 percent. We are just not going to get at
this issue, as was talked about earlier, without getting at this issue
of substance abuse. The continuum of care that links former pris-
oners who receive treatment in prison to support in the community,
without that continuum of care, recidivism is going to occur. We
need to focus on that issue in particular. That is one of our four
priorities in this legislation.

There is lots of evidence that in-prison drug treatment programs
are effective, both pre-release and post-release. The key, of course,
is that this in-prison treatment is far more effective when it is cou-
pled with treatment in the community after the prisoner is re-
leased. When there is not this continuum of care, access to AA
meetings immediately afterwards, Al-Anon and so on, there is a
higher failure rate. That is why re-entry programs are so impor-
tant.

Research shows, without post-release aftercare, results are al-
most the same as those inmates who didn’t receive treatment in
prison at all, which is interesting. So the need for post-release con-
tinuity applies to every domain, including drug treatment, employ-
ment services, mental health counseling and parent training. It is
critical to make sure the right connections are made during the re-
entry to the community.

There are several successful programs that serve many different
populations, from adult men and women to juveniles. For example,
NIDA, the National Institute on Drug Abuse study of a California
Amity program, the California Amity program has shown a 75 per-
cent return to custody rate after 3 years for offenders with no
treatment. That return rate dropped to 27 percent with in-prison
treatment and aftercare.

Return rates to prison of those offenders receiving treatment in
prison but not receiving aftercare or continuing care were similar
to those offenders receiving no treatment at all in prison.



24

There are lots of other studies I was going to talk about. I am
not going to mention them here. I will have them in my written
remarks. I hope, Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee will have those
as part of their report.

The bottom line is, State after State, in Delaware, 71 percent for
new arrests, down to 31 percent. In Ohio, you will hear from
Reggie Wilkinson who is going to testify in the next panel, the kind
of success we have had there with our Ohio Department of Reha-
bilitation and Corrections. We have some great stories there where,
by working with the communities in aftercare, we have been able
to see huge success in reducing recidivism.

The key element in these promising programs is this aftercare.
Whether it be drug treatment, again, mental health, job training,
parenting skills, a combination of these support services, successful
completion and reduced recidivism depend largely on the availabil-
ity of these services during the transition home, during the post-
release period.

Of course, the burden on our citizens is also a major issue here.
Taxpayers are footing the bill for all of this. The average cost to
house a Federal inmate is over $25,000 a year, so there is a big
issue here with regard to the taxpayer, and with our deficit, this
is an issue that this Congress needs to be focused on. The average
cost at the State level is a little less, about $21,170 annually. Of
course, these don’t include the cost of arrest and prosecution, nor
do they take into account the cost to victims.

A modest expenditure to help transition offenders back into the
community can save taxpayers thousands of dollars because of all
these costs.

There is a study in Washington State, a 2001 study, showing the
best re-entry programs can be expected to deliver 20 to 30 percent
reductions in recidivism and crime rates. If that is true, we will
save billions of dollars, if we can just receive that kind of benefit
from this program, a reduction of recidivism of 20 to 30 percent.
We think we can do even better, but certainly we can help at the
Federal level to make this happen.

Beyond these fiscal issues, one of the most significant costs of
prisoner reentry is the impact on children, the weakened ties
among family members talked about earlier, the destabilization of
our communities. As you all know, the number of kids with a par-
ent in a Federal or State correctional institute has increased over
the last decade dramatically. It has increased 100 percent, to about
2 million kids. When expanded to children with parents under
some form of correction supervision, it is closer to 10 million chil-
dren now, we are told.

This is one of my biggest concerns. The children at risk for drug
abuse and delinquency need our attention, and they are more at
risk when they are in this situation. This bill does provide re-
sources to grandparents and other kinship care and foster care pro-
viders who care for children during parental incarceration. It also
provides State and local government with resources for family
based drug treatment to treat parents and their children as a com-
plete family unit.

Last year, Mr. Chairman, as you know, during the President’s
State of the Union address, he made a case for the need to address
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our reentering population. He put the issue in perspective by say-
ing, “America is the land of the second chance, and when the gates
of prison open the path ahead should lead to a better life.” That
is why we call our bill the Second Chance bill.

During this address, he announced his reentry initiative with a
strong focus on job training, transitional housing and prisoner
mentoring from faith-based groups. This is an important aspect of
our Federal response to reentry. Our bill would authorize a small
component of this plan and complements the President’s larger re-
entry initiative.

Together, we think this provides for a comprehensive plan to
drastically change how we serve those men and women and how
we keep our communities safer. By addressing the most basic
needs of ex-offenders coming home, we can reduce the chances of
reoffending, and we can improve their success as productive, con-
tributing citizens.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting us to testify before you
today, and we look forward to trying to answer any questions you
might have.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Rob Portman follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am honored to testify before you today

regarding offender reentry and reducing recidivism.

Prisoner reentry is about reducing and preventing crime, as well as restoring lives. We need
to be both tough and smart on crime. We need to be tough in keeping dangerous felons from
returning and committing new crimes, but also smart in making sure that those who are coming

home are given the most basic chance to start a new life and turn away from crime.

As you know, the numbers make a clear case for federal and state innovation on this issue.
Over two million people are incarcerated in federal or state prisons, and over 97 percent of these
prisoners will eventually be released and will return to our communities. Nearly 650,000 people
are released from incarceration to communities nationwide each year. These numbers also make
it clear that reentry affects each one of us. Reentry success or failure has implications for public
safety, the welfare of children, family unification, growing fiscal issues, and community health.
By doing a better job on offender reentry, we can prevent crime, help strengthen communities

and save the taxpayers money.

Unfortunately, according to recent data from the Department of Justice, two-thirds of those
released from prison will be rearrested within three years. The scale of this problem makes a

strong case for Congressional action.

First and foremost, offender reentry is about preventing crime and keeping our communities
safe. High rates of recidivism translate into thousands of new victims each year. The social and

economic costs of a §7 percent recidivism rate nationally are astounding.

Last session I worked very closely on a bill with many colleagues to help our states and
communities better address the challenges of prisoner reentry. The Second Chance Actisa
bipartisan approach to this problem that would better coordinate federal agencies and policies on
prisoner reentry. The bill also increases the support to states and community organizations to
address the growing population of ex-offenders returning to communities. The main areas of

focus within the bill are 1) jobs, 2) housing, 3) substance abuse and mental health treatment, and
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4) support for families. I want to express my sincere thanks to Rep. Souder and Rep. Danny
Davis for helping to put this legislation together as original cosponsors and partners. I'd also
like to thank Representatives Platts, Cannon, Owens, and Cummings for cosponsoring the

Second Chance Act.

The primary goal of the Second Chance Act is public safety. The bill would make funds
available to conduct studies to determine who is returning to prison or jail and which of those
prisoners present the greatest risk to community safety. We need this data. The bill would also
help in the development of procedures to assist relevant authorities in determining when release
is appropriate and the use of data to inform the release decision. This would include the use of
proven assessment tools to assess the risk factors of returning inmates and the use of technology

to advance post-release supervision.

The reason I initially became involved in reentry is because of the connection between drug
addiction and our prison population. The numbers are staggering: 57 percent of federal and 70
percent of state inmates used drugs regularly before prison. And the Bureau of Justice Statistics
estimates the involvement with drugs/alcohol around the time of the offense as high as 84%.
Without a continuum of care that links former prisoners who received treatment in prison to

support in the community, recidivism is likely.

There is evidence that in-prison drug treatment programs are effective both pre-release and
post-release. The key, of course, is that in-prison treatment is far more effective when coupled
with treatment in the community after a prisoner is released. When there is not a continuum of
care (access to AA meetings immediately, for exaraple), there are much higher failure rates. That

is why reentry programs are so important.

The research shows that without post-release aftercare, results are almost the same as those
inmates who did not receive treatment in prison. The need for post-release continuity applies to
every domain, including drug treatment, employment services, mental health counseling, or

parent training. It is critical to make sure the right connections are made during reentry to the
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community. There are several successful programs that serve many different populations from

adult men and women to juveniles. For example:

o The National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) study of the California Amity Program
showed a 75% return to custody rate after three years for offenders with no treatment.
The return rate dropped to 27% with in-prison treatment and aftercare. Return rates to
prison of those offenders receiving treatment in prison, but not receiving aftercare or
continuing care were similar to those offenders receiving no treatment in prison (Institute

of Behavioral Research, Texas Christian University, Wexler et al).

s A study of the Delaware Key-Crest Program showed that after three years a released
prisoner who received no treatment had a re-arrest rate at 71% for new arrests and a
relapse rate at 95 % for drug use, but if an offender received in-prison treatment and
completed aftercare then the re-arrest rate decreased to 31% and the drug use relapse rate
dropped to 65% (Institute of Behavioral Research, Texas Christian University, Martin et
al).

e Two studies of offenders who participated in community-based substance abuse
treatment after release from prison found that treatment provided a statistically significant
positive benefit in terms of reducing recidivism among subjects in the study compared to
the comparison group that received no treatment (Belenko & Peugh 1998; Davidson-
Coronado 2001).

¢ Additionally, programs in prisons and jails appear promising. The Forever Free program,
which operates at the California Institution for Women, uses an educational curriculum
combined with a strong 12-step emphasis that lasts up to 6 months. Graduates from the
program can volunteer to participate in community treatment upon release to parole. A

one-year follow-up evaluation of the program of 180 women yielded positive outcomes.

o  Other programs nationwide are also promising. The Ohio Department of Alcohol and

Drug Addiction Services (ODADAS) cooperatively operates with the Ohio Department
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of Rehabilitation and Corrections (ODRC) four prison-based correctional facilities that
are therapeutic communitics. ODRC coordinates prison programs with services in the

community, which is paramount for successful outcomes.

The key element in these promising programs is aftercare. Whether it be drug treatment,
mental health services, job training or parenting skills, or any combination of these support
services, successful completion and reduced recidivism depend largely on the availability of

these services during the transition home and post-release.

The burden on our citizens and taxpayers is also a serious concern. The average cost to
house a federal inmate is over $25,000 a year. The average cost on the state level in 2000 was
only slightly less ~$21,170 yearly. These figures do not include the cost of arrest and
prosecution, nor do they take into account the cost to victims. On the other hand, a modest
expenditure to help transition offenders back into the community can save taxpayers thousands
of dollars. A prominent 2001 study in Washington State found that, “the best [reentry] programs
can be expected to deliver 20% to 30% reductions in recidivism or crime rates” and that
“programs that can deliver — at a reasonable program cost — even modest reductions in future

criminality can have an attractive economic bottom line.”

Beyond fiscal issues, one of the most significant costs of prisoner reentry is the impact on
children, the weakened ties among family members and destabilized communities. As you all
know, the number of children with a parent in a federal or state correctional facility has increased

over the last decade by more than 100% to approximately 2,000,000 children. When expanded

to children with parents under some form of corrections supervision, the number is closer to 10
million children. This is one of my biggest concerns. These children are at risk for drug abuse
and delinquency and need our attention. The bill would provide resources to grandparents and
other kinship care and foster care providers who care for children during parental incarceration.
It would also provide state and local governments with resources for family-based drug treatment

to treat parents and their children as a complete family unit.
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Last year during the President’s State of the Union address he made a case for the need to
address our reentering population in his state of the union address last year. The President put
this issue in perspective, “America is the land of the second chance, and when the gates of the
prison open, the path ahead should lead to a better life.” During his address, he announced his
Re-Entry Initiative, with a strong focus on job training, transitional housing, and prisoner
mentoring from faith-based groups. This is an important aspect of our federal response to
reentry. Our bill would authorize a small component of this plan and complements the
President’s larger reentry initiative. Together they mean a comprehensive plan to drastically

change how we serve these men and women and keep our communities safe.

Our communities and states have begun to address the challenges of prisoner reentry in
innovative ways. In recent years, a number of state and local governments have begun to
establish improved systems for reintegrating former prisoners. Under such systems, corrections
officials begin to plan for a prisoner’s release while the prisoner is incarcerated and provide a
transition to needed services in the community. Faith leaders and parishioners have a long
history of helping ex-offenders transform their lives. Through prison ministries and outreach in
communities, churches and faith-based organizations have pioneered reentry services to
prisoners, their families and their neighborhoods. Successful reentry protects those who might
otherwise be crime victims, It also improves the likelihood that individuals released from prison

or juvenile detention facilities can pay fines, fees, restitution, and family support.

By addressing the most basic needs of ex-offenders coming home, we can reduce their

chances of re-offending and improve their success as productive, contributing citizens.

1 thank you for inviting me here today to testify before the Committee. And I look forward

to trying to answer any questions you may have at the appropriate time.
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Mr. SOUDER. Before going to Mr. Davis, the best estimate is that
at 2 o’clock, in about 6 minutes, we are going to start a series of
four votes. What we will do after Mr. Davis’ statement is try to get
the questions in so we don’t have to hold you so we can get to the
second panel. We will go a little bit into the first vote.

It is great to have on our subcommittee one of our most active
Members and a co-leader of this effort, Congressman Davis. We
look forward to hearing your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANNY DAVIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. Davis oF ILLINOIS. Thank you very much.

Let me thank you, first of all, for your leadership and sensitivity
that you have displayed not only to this issue but also the sensitiv-
ity in rescheduling the hearing so that those Democrats who would
]}Olavliz found it difficult to be here and at the retreat can now do

oth.

I also want to commend the ranking member, Mr. Cummings, for
his upstanding leadership not only on this issue but many others,
especially those related to crime and justice in our country.

Of course, it is good to be here with Delegate Eleanor Holmes
Norton and Representative Shays, two of the most outstanding
Members, along with Representative Clay.

One of the highlights of being a Member of Congress has actually
been working with Representative Portman on this legislation. I
want to commend him for his outstanding leadership, for his sen-
sitivity, his understanding and awareness of what I consider to be
one of the most difficult challenges and problems facing urban
America especially.

All of us are aware of the fact that rehabilitating and reintegrat-
ing prisoners back into society continues to loom as one of the great
needs of our day. The high rates of incarceration over the last dec-
ade have made this need all the more urgent as large numbers of
individuals with felony convictions are coming to the end of their
sentences.

During his State of the Union address last year, President Bush
said, “600,000 inmates will be released from prison back into soci-
ety this year, and these Americans are in need of help.”

We can expect on an annual basis that this large number of re-
leased inmates from prison will continue for the next 5 years at
least and beyond.

Also, let us be mindful that local jails are releasing 7 million peo-
ple each year. Many of these individuals, as you have already
heard, are never able to find a decent place to live, cannot access
various entitlement programs such as public housing, financial as-
sistance for college and, in some instances, food stamps and are of-
tentimes denied employment because of their past criminal convic-
tions.

Statistics show that nearly 52 percent of all of these individuals
will end up back in jail. As these men and women transition from
incarceration to freedom, what they need most are comprehensive
reentry solutions. With implementation of the Second Chance Act,
Community Safety Through Recidivism Prevention, it calls for im-
proving and establishing an effective reentry system to assess and
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change those barriers that prevent ex-offenders from making a suc-
cessful transition from prison to normal community life.

The Second Chance Act contains demonstration projects that will
focus on providing ex-offenders with education, job training, sub-
stance abuse and after-care treatment and assist ex-offenders with
employment and securing housing upon release from prison.

In addition, it will create a Federal interagency task force to
identify programs and resources on reentry and ways for improving
and changing the barriers that prevent ex-offenders from living a
normal, responsible and productive life in society.

Also, the Second Chance Act will establish a resource center for
States, local governments, service providers, corrections and com-
munity organizations to collect and disseminate best practices and
provide training and support around reentry.

The Second Chance Act is a good first step that will provide a
directional approach as to what works in trying to increase public
safety, reduce the cost of crime and lower the recidivism rate. Pre-
vention, treatment and rehabilitation are just as important as in-
carceration. These men, women and children still have to live in
our communities.

Increasing public safety is a primary concern of our communities
and neighborhoods throughout the country. Although we know it is
going to be difficult, it can be done. For example, in the State of
Illinois last year there were 57 job titles that an ex-offender could
not hold by statute. The legislature has removed 18 of those, and
now there are 38 occupational categories where you can’t work
without some form of waiver.

For example, ex-offenders were not allowed to be a barber, to cut
hair, a nail technician, cosmetologist, cannot be a custodian in a
hospital or cut the grass around a medical center or watch dishes
at a nursing home.

Many of these ex-offenders were convicted of nonviolent offenses,
mainly drug offenses, so it is extremely difficult for ex-offenders to
find housing and get a job after they have paid their debt to soci-
ety. We must ensure that everyone has the opportunity to be pro-
ductive citizens in this country.

Everyone deserves a second chance. The bill before us now by my
colleague Rob Portman and I will start the process when it becomes
law to give ex-offenders hope to transition themselves back into
community life.

Finally, in my district I work a great deal with people in the
community. I have 31 task groups and work groups. And one of
those is an ex-offenders task force which represents a broad group
of members from national, local civil rights organizations, ex-of-
fenders themselves, law enforcement officials, elected officials, com-
munity actions, faith-based organizations, block clubs, businesses.

The task force convened several focus meetings to explore the
problems and make recommendations, and in every instance one of
the basic needs that ex-offenders indicated that they had was the
need to find a place to stay, the need to have a house, the need
to have a place that they could go to once they are released from
prison.

Therefore, as a result of that, we introduced H.R. 2166, the Pub-
lic Safety Ex-offender Self-sufficiency Act, which is designed to pro-
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vide structured living arrangements for ex-offenders by building
100,000 units of SRO-type housing throughout the country, using
a system of tax credits we call an ex-offender tax credit, where
States would receive credits on the basis of the number of ex-of-
fenders living in the State.

Finally, I agree with Representative Portman. There is no way
that you can seriously have a reentry program that works without
substance abuse treatment. The correlation between drug use and
crime commission is so high until, in many instances, they are al-
most one and the same. So if we are going to seriously rehabilitate
ex-offenders and help them find their way back, then we must pro-
vide resources for treatment. We call it treatment on demand,
where when a person decides that they are ready for drug treat-
ment they ought to be able to receive it.

So I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify. We
put that initiative on the ballot in Cook County in the last election.
A group of community residents, ex-offenders themselves, and 1.2
million people in Cook County voted to say yes we want to put
some more money into substance abuse treatment, because we
know it is a good investment.

I thank you very much and appreciate being here.

Mr. SOUDER. Let me start with a basic question here. I know this
was heavily debated when you drafted the bill, and a forum like
this is both to identify the problem and say, look, we have a prob-
lem in this country. This hearing will hopefully help make us
aware of it, but then also look at the particular legislation and say
how are you addressing this. First off, we understand; but I am not
sure everybody who may be here or watching—and this is an au-
thorizing bill, not an appropriations bill, so the money isn’t real
money, it is guideline money.

Now, even with it in that context, the bill is $112 million. We
have multiple different subsections, and this leads to two different
types of things that we are going to have to deal with as we look
at legislation like this: Can you really make a difference with $112
million, and how do you see that leveraged. And, second, given the
budget pressures that we have, do you think we can get $112 mil-
lion through an authorization? It’s a challenge from both ends, and
I know it’s what you have been struggling with.

Mr. DAvis oF ILLINOIS. I don’t know about giving him the money
that I do.

Mr. PORTMAN. And you say that I am responsible for getting the
money.

You have put your finger on it, Mr. Chairman. We initially actu-
ally chose $100 million, and then we just liked that mentoring pro-
gram so much we couldn’t find a way to cut it back, so we are fig-
uring $112 million this year. The reason we tried to keep it at that
level was because of the physical situation we find ourselves in this
country. We are cognizant of the fact that it is going to be tough
to get an authorization bill done at much over 100. It has to do
with how we work our process in Congress and the Suspension Cal-
endar and so on.

But having said that, we also, you know, have been very careful
to keep within that bill, within that $112 million, which is substan-
tial resources, some real leverage points for State and local govern-
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ments to be able to take what we are giving them and leverage it
into something more.

The provision of the data I talked about earlier, just providing
data so that communities know where to better target their re-
sources; no one else is doing that. The Federal Government really
needs to provide that.

Danny talked about some other issues that we think will encour-
age innovation at the State and local level by having a little Fed-
eral seed money. We will get them to do some things that are inno-
vative and we will help the whole country, because by funding
something that works, then we can spread that information, dis-
seminate it, and we do, you know, we do have a clearing house of
information to go out around the country, of best practices, what
does work and doesn’t work, you know.

Mr. Ruppersberger talked about a couple of programs that he
thought worked very well in his county in Maryland. We ought to
have a hearing about that nationally and get that information out.
So it is not all the money that, again, some folks would like to
hear, and maybe you will hear that in your testimony.

On the other hand, given the budget realities, we think that, you
know, it’s adequate to make a big difference, and we think it’s do-
able in the context of our budget deficit. The return on investment
is incredible, too, as we talked about earlier. If we can get this
done, it will result in a tremendous return on the investment to the
taxpayer.

Mr. DAvis OF ILLINOIS. And I think that’s really the key. It’s a
minor investment in reality because the returns are so great. I
mean, just imagine, if you can redirect 100 ex-offenders, some of
whom might have committed a crime that could have cost millions
of dollars. I mean, one hit on the head, when a person is trying to
get a $10 fix on a nickel bag, can put a person in the hospital that
will run up a hospital bill for maybe a half million dollars that
would have been saved, because had the individual not been in
their state of need, then this crime perhaps never would have oc-
curred. And so in addition to the return relative to the savings,
also the return in terms of the prevention of a crime and the pre-
vention of a trauma and a tragic situation that develops for some-
one else.

So I think as tough as it is, I think the American people would
appreciate that kind of expenditure because it’s a great investment.

Mr. PORTMAN. Can I give you a back-of-the-envelope estimate—
not to spend too much on this question—but let’s assume that of
the 650,000 State and Federal prisoners getting released every
year, about half go back to prison within 3 years. We have talked
about two-thirds. Well let’s be conservative. That translates into
about 240,000 ex-offenders going in at about $25,000 a year at Fed-
eral level. Let’s assume we can reduce recidivism by about 20 per-
cent, being conservative. We believe there are incentives in here to
be able to achieve that over time. That is $6 billion in State and
Federal prison costs.

And so we think although this is a substantial amount of money,
it is money that will be well invested and the return to the tax-
payer will far exceed.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Cummings.
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Mr. CUMMINGS. I just have one question, since we are limited on
time.

One of the things that, you know, as you all were talking, I was
thinking—we had some witnesses come here on another issue, and
they were talking about effective integration of services and not re-
inventing the wheel, not necessarily on this issue, but I was just
wondering, in negotiation a lot of times we come in with programs,
and there are already mechanisms.

For example, in the city of Baltimore, we have job-finding agen-
cies. And sometimes folks are so busy trying to reinvent the wheel
that they go past these various entities instead of trying to, you
know, bring them all together.

I guess the thing I am concerned about is what the chairman
was just referring to. If I could spend, you know—if I had an un-
limited budget, I would like to have one for this because it is just
that important. But I am just being realistic, looking at our fiscal
restraints in this time that we are in.

I was just wondering whether you all had—is the program aimed
also at pulling in agencies, State and Federal, even private, that
might already have these things that are important, and them
being a part of the process, as opposed to trying to reinvent the
wheel, you come up with a nice new wheel, but the effectiveness,
because you have to spread the money so far, is not as great as it
could be when those pieces are already out there.

Mr. Davis oF ILLINOIS. Well, I think it speaks to the issue of co-
ordination, and I would agree with you that there are many dispar-
ate programs that exist. But I think this helps to bring those pro-
grams and centralize them so that everybody, and if not everybody,
many people now know what is, in fact, available.

But I think the other thing that it does, as we continue the dis-
cussion, the big problem is you can have a program to find jobs,
but if companies won’t hire anybody, you just got a program.

And my point is that it helps raise the level of awareness to the
extent that potential employers begin to understand that it is also
in their best interest to find ways to help put some of these individ-
uals to work.

Mr. CUMMINGS. One of the things I had established long before
I came to Congress, a volunteer program to help inmates coming
out of our boot camp. We found that they were very—the boot camp
seemed to be very effective. But once they got out of the boot camp,
they went back, as I think Congresswoman Norton was saying, to
the same neighborhood, hanging with the same people, doing the
same thing. So they went back.

One of the things that we discovered, though, was that if we
could redirect, you know, the people that they hung with and the
things that they did, and could find them jobs—and we also had
some volunteers that come in and do counseling, basically the
kinds of things you are talking about—it could be very effective.
But it was very effective. I was so glad to hear you talk about jobs,
both of you, because without a job you go right back to the same
old things.

On that note, Congressman Davis, one of the things that hap-
pened is that as people began—companies began to hire people
from our little program, they did—the guys went out and ladies
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went out there and did just such a great job, they started asking
us for the folks that were in the program, because, you know—so
one thing led to another. So there is a rainbow out here, we just
have to make sure we can reach it.

Mr. Davis orF ILLINOIS. Especially if we train them well.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Right.

Mr. DAvis OF ILLINOIS. Work ethic. All of the things that go with
it. It is kind of a two-way street. You have to meet the individual
halfway if the individual is ready to do that. That’s what we have
to attempt to do.

Mr. SOUDER. We only have 5 minutes left in the vote. I am going
to dismiss the first panel.

On the second panel, will anybody who is back start with the
questioning. Thank you very much for your participation.

This committee stands in recess.

[Recess.]

Mr. SOUDER. The committee will come back to order.

As you heard me refer to in the first panel, as an oversight com-
mittee it’s our standard practice to ask all of our witnesses to tes-
tify under oath. So will you each stand, raise your right hands.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. SOUDER. Let the record show that all the witnesses have an-
swered in the affirmative. My understanding is that Dr. Wilkinson,
Reginald Wilkinson of Ohio has a 3:30 flight. And so are you still
going to try to make that? But we are going to put you—we are
going to put you

Mr. WILKINSON. I would still rather go first.

Mr. SOUDER. If you need to go first I understand that. This vote,
four votes, took a long time.

Thank you very much. Dr. Wilkinson.

STATEMENTS OF REGINALD A. WILKINSON, Ed.D., OHIO REHA-
BILITATION AND CORRECTIONS AGENCY; LORNA HOGAN,
MOTHER ADVOCATE, THE REBECCA PROJECT FOR HUMAN
RIGHTS, WASHINGTON, DC; FELIX MATA, BALTIMORE CITY’S
EX-OFFENDER INITIATIVE, MAYOR’S OFFICE OF EMPLOY-
MENT DEVELOPMENT; PAUL A. QUANDER, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA COURT SERVICES AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION
AGENCY; AND JIM McNEIL AND DAVID RUSSELL, MENTOR
AND PROTEGE IN THE INNERCHANGE FREEDOM INITIATE

STATEMENT OF REGINALD A. WILKINSON

Mr. WILKINSON. Thank you.

Chairman Souder, members of the subcommittee, I appreciate
the opportunity to provide testimony at this oversight hearing. I
am now in my 32nd year as a correctional administrator and my
14th as director. A more detailed account of my experience is in-
cluded in my written testimony for your review.

I would like to provide the committee with a general overview of
the importance of prisoner reentry to the field of corrections. The
field of corrections has embarked upon a major reexamination of of-
fender reentry. In a short span of time, an impressive array of ef-
forts has been launched at all levels of government to build more
effective and innovative responses to the notion of offender reentry.
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For instance, the Urban Institute has hosted a series of reentry
round tables to assess the state of knowledge and to publish spe-
cialized reports on this topic.

The National Institute of Corrections in 2000 hosted two national
public hearings on a variety of correctional topics. One such topic
was offender reent